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L A V A L TH ÉO L O G IQ U E ET PH IL O SO PH IQ U E
Peter, but on his soul, to pray for us: yet the Church does the contrary. The saints therefore do not pray for us, at least before the resurrection." To this he replies: " It is because the saints while living merited to pray for us, that we invoke them under the names by which they were known in this life, and by which they are better known to us: and also in order to indicate our belief in the resurrection, according to the saying of Exod Mr. Speaight is quite right when he says " there is a difference between believing and being forced to believe." Now that we are bound to believe, we are free from every possible doubt concerning the deepest reason why we know the Assumption is true and essential to our Faith and practice. Now we know this truth, not just because the Feast of the Assumption is an ancient one, not only because the theologians have come to this conclusion, nor even merely be cause to deny it would be impious and blasphemous; we know it with a certitude far greater than that of indubitable sense experience or reasoning, for we believe because God has said it is so, as the Living Voice shall tell us: quia visum est Spiritui Sancto et nobis. (Acts, xv, 28) And why should not the " episcopal enthusiasm "* remind us of that sound, tanquam advenientis spiritus vehementis? (Acts, n, 2) Nor should we be too surprised at the embarrassment we may feel for our beliefs in the face of the world. There is no doubt that the declaration announced for November 1st brings home to us with renewed force the hard sayings: God If we fail to bring out the striking consequences of this distinction between soul and person, do we not rather diminish the difference between the present condition of Mary and that of the other Saints ? Surely it is not a small thing that God deigned to reveal -now having it defined as a Dogma of Faith. All this may appear fussy, but we must not forget that, after all, it is He who started it.
T H E PER SO N OF M ARY AN D T H E DOGMA O F T H E
Congenial reviewers had already pointed out that, rigorous as it may seem, the argument in question could be convincing only to the few, " inasmuch as it is based on the Thomistic notion of person." Actually, the notion is a common one in Christian Philosophy. At all events, this doctrine of the human person and its relevance to the Assumption of Mary, has been incorporated in the Apostolic Constitution Munificentissi mus Deus, of November 1st, 1950, not by a reference to St. Thomas, but
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["excoli"] by every creature as the Mother and Handmaid of God " ? Surely not in the sense which the Church has actually intended : namely as a person who, even now, in the present time -and not just by reference to her past life on earth or to our human mode of knowing -is an existing person, the Mother and Handmaid of God. The Assumption, then, may be called the dogma of M ary's presence.
That the relations we referred to -the real relations between Mary and her Son as well as the relation of reason between the Person of Christ and His Mother -cannot be true unless she is now present in body and soul, is also made plain by the opinion of St. Bernardine of Siena, which is reported by Pius X II in the following terms: Similitudo nempe divinae Matris divinique Filii, ad animi corporisque no bilitatem dignitatemque quod attinet -ob quam quidem similitudinem ne cogitare quidem possumus caelestem Reginam a caelesti Rege separariomnino postulat ut Maria " esse non debeat, nisi ubi est Christus
The likeness between God's Mother and her divine Son, in the way of the nobility and dignity of body and of soul -a likeness that forbids us to think of the heavenly Queen as being separated from the heavenly Kingmakes it entirely imperative that Mary " should be only where Christ
In other words, it is only because the Virgin-Mother is now present, in person (" personaliter ibi est"), as Virgin and Mother -and not merely her soul -that the relations of origination and likeness between her and the humanity of Christ are realities in this day. This passage, as well as the other two already quoted, clearly implies that if only the soul of Mary were in Heaven, it would not be true to say th at M ary herself, that the Virgin, the Mother, the Queen, is with her Son and intercedes for us. If She is to be there, she must now exist as a person -i.e. secundum corpus et animam.
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